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Indiana state prisoner Larriante Sumbry appeals pro se from the district
court’s judgment dismissing his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition for improper

venue. We review for abuse of discretion, see Miller v. Hambrick, 905 F.2d 259,
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262 (9th Cir. 1990), and we affirm.

The district court granted a Certificate of Appealability (“COA”) on the
issue of whether transfer of this action to the United States District Court for the
Northern District of Indiana would be in the interest of justice. Because the record
reflects that appellant will not be prejudiced by the district court’s decision not to
transfer this case, we conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion.
See Cruz-Aguilera v. INS, 245 F.3d 1070, 1074 (9th Cir. 2001) (order) (explaining
that prejudice to an appellant is one of the factors a court should consider when
deciding whether to transfer a case in the interest of justice).

To the extent that appellant raises uncertified issues, we construe such
argument as a motion to expand the COA, and we deny the motion. See 9th Cir.
R. 22-1(e); Hiivala v. Wood, 195 F.3d 1098, 1104-05 (9th Cir. 1999) (per curiam).

All outstanding motions are denied.

AFFIRMED.



	Page 1
	ashmark
	dumbnote

	Page 2

